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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

! - Cl aims 13and 15- 18 Co mpl y with 35 US C n ^n 2 . nar 2 in } 

The Examiner rejected claims 13 and 15-18 as fai ling to point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter (35 U.S.C. §112, par. 2) and as directed to non-statutory subject matter (35 U.S.C. 
§ 101). During the phone interview, Applicants discussed with the Examiner an amendment to 
clarify claim 13 and dependent claims, which the Examiner indicated could help overcome these 
rejections. Applicants traverse for the reasons discussed below with respect to the claims, 
amended as discussed during the phone interview. . 

Applicants amended claim 13 to clarify that the system is comprised of a remote and 
local data processing systems and code executed by each to perform specific operations. 
Applicants submit that amended claim 13 is a statutory system claim. Applicants furfher 
amended the dependent claims 15-17 to make the limitations consistent with respect to the 
amendments to the base claims. According to the Manual of Patent Examination and Procedure 
(MPEP), "[i]f a claim defines a useful machine or manufacture by identifying the physical 
structure of the machine or manufacture in terms of its hardware or hardware and software 
combination, it defines a statutory product." Claim 1 3 defines a system 

Hie Examiner cited Ex parte Lyell, 17 USPQ2d 1548 (Bd. Pat App. & inter 1990) in 
finding that claim 13 does not comply with bom Sections 1 12 and 101 because it "claims both an 
apparatus and the method steps of using the apparatus" and "overlaps two different statutory 
classes". (Office Action, pg. 3). Applicants traverse and submit that Lyejl is not applicable to 
amended claim 13 in this case. 

In Lyell the claim-at-issue recited "An automatic transmission tool in the form of a 
workstand and method for using same comprising". Thus, the Lyell claim included "method for 
using" language in the preamble of an apparatus claim. The ruling in Lyell is not applicable to 
amended claim 13 of the current application because amended claim 13 does not include a 
"method for" statement in the preamble of the system claim. Instead, claim 13 recites a system 
claim comprising certain components listed in the body of the claim. For this reason, the ruling 
cf LveJI is not applicable. 

For the above reasons, Applicants submit amended claim 13 complies with Sections 112, 
par. 2 and 101. 



Page 8 of 12 



PAGE 10/14 ' RCVD AT 2/912005 6:37:34 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTMFXRF-1J1 ' DfflS:8729306 * CS!D:3 10556/984' DURATION (mm-ss):04-20 



02/09/2005 15:39 3105567984 



KONRAD RAYNES VICTOR 



PAGE 11/14 



Amdt dated February 9, 2005 

Reply to Office action of Nov 9 2004 Serial Na ° 9 '<587,4 ] 4 

Docket No. STL920000091USI 
Firm No. 0054.0036 

2 * C^^is U 3-7. 9-13. and 1 5-1 * are Fatenfahl* Over the CAteA Art 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 10, 13, 16, and 17 as obvious (35 U.S.C §103) 
over Hayes (U.S. Patent No. 6,205,476) and Hsu (U.S. Patent No. 5,894,515). Applicants 
traverse. 

Claims 1, 7, and 13 concern downloading an application program from aremote data 
processing system for execution by a particular user on a local data processing system, and 
require: defining and storing a user configuration of me application program corresponding to 
the particular user of the application program; encrypting and storing the user configuration in a 
manifest file; initiating a session between the local data processing system and the remote date 
processing system in response to the particular user requesting the application program; 
performrng a first authentication of the particular user in response to the particular user' 
requesting me application program; performrng, by the local code, a local logon to perform a 
second authentication of the particular user; decrypting the manifest file to produce a decrypted 
user configuration in response to the second authentication; and responsive to the second 
authentication, downloading data from the remote data processing system to the local data 
processing system according to the decrypted user configuration. 

Applicants amended claims 1, 7, and 1 3 to clarify a first authentication and added the 
claim requirement of a local logon and second authentication, wherein the decryption and 
downloading of data i 5 performed in response to the second authentication. The additional 
requirements concerning the local logon are disclosed onpg. 12, lines 19-25 of the Application. 
Further, the claim requirements concerning the operations performed by the local and remote 
data processing system components are described on pages 12-14 of the Application. 

The Examiner cited FIGs. 9, 10. and 1 1 of Hayes as teaching the requirements of claims 
1, 7, and 1.3 and modified Hayes with Hsu's cited teaching of encryption. (Fourth Office 
Action, pgs. 4-5) Applicants traverse. 

The cited FIG. 9 discusses an administrator running a configuration applet to configure 
preferences for an applet for other users or groups. (Hayes, col. 14, lines 65-67) The 
administrators to ^ ]Q ^ 

lld.scuss how the administrator may select and configure a customer applet. (Hayes col 16 
lines 10-55) ' " ' 
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The cited Hayes discus$es how an administrator may configure a user applet, used by a 
user. Nowhere does the cited Hayes anywhere teach or suggest the claim requirements of how a 
user at a local data processing system initiates a session with the remote data processing system 
and that a first authentication is performed. Further, nowhere does the cited FIGs. 9, 10, and 1 1 
anywhere teach or suggest a local logon to perform a second authentication of the user to all ow 
the decryption of a manifest file and downloading of data from the remote data processing 
system. If the Examiner continues to maintain that FIGs. 9, 10, and 11 teach the requirements of 
the independent claims, Applicants request that the Examiner more specifically identify the steps 
in the figures that correspond to particular clafm limitations. Otherwise, the cited figures appear 
to be directed toward allowing an administrator to configure a user applet, which is different 
from and does not teach the specific claim requirements of how a user at a local data processing 
system may download an application program, user configuration, and data from a remote data 
processing system. 

Col. 4 of Hayes discusses allowing users to roam and log-in from any computer in a 
system and have it configured automatically at run time according to preferences stored for the 
user at the server. The clients may use a browser to execute Java applications, such as applets. 
Col. 4 further mentions that the administrator may configure the user application by executing 
the application in the context of a user or user group. (Hayes, col. 4, lines 1-35) 

Although Hayes discusses how a user may download applications and preferences for the 
applications from a server to execute, nowhere does the cited Hayes anywhere disclose the 
specific claim requirements of a first authentication to authenticate the particular user and then 
performing a local logon to perform a second authentication required to decrypt the manifest file 
and download data from the remote data processing system. 

The Examiner cited coo. 1 , lines 13-21 of Hsu as teaching the requirements concerning 
encrypting and decrypting. (Fourth Office Action, pg. 5) 

The cited col. 1 discusses encrypting data to limit access to an authorized user. Although 
the cited Hsu discusses general encryption, nowhere docs the cited Hsu teach or suggest the 
deficiencies of Hayes in not teaching a first authentication of the user and then a local logon and 
second authentication, where the decryption and downloading of data occur in response to the 
second authentication. 
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Moreover, nowhere does the cited combination anywhere teach or suggest that a manifest 
file havmg user configuration information is decrypted and data downloaded in response to the 
second authentication. 

Accordingly, claims 1 1 7. and 13 are patentable over the cited combination because the 
cited combination does not teach or suggest all the claim requirements. 

Applicants amended dependent claims 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, U, 15, 16, and 17 to clarify the 
claim requirements with respect to the amended independent claims 1, 7, and 13. 

Claims 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 1 1, 15, 16, and 17 are patentable over the cited art because they 
depend from claims 1 . 7, and 1 3, which are patentable over the cited art for the reasons discussed 
above. Certain of these claims provide additional grounds of patentability over the cited art. 

Claims 4, 10, and 16 depend from claims 1, 7, and 13 and further require building the 
application program pursuant to the user configuration decrypted from the manifest file m 
response to the second authentication. 

Hie Examiner cited FIG. 1 1 , steps 11 12, 1 1 1 4, 111 6, and 1 1 1 8 of Hayes as teaching the 
additional requirements of claims 4, 10, and 16. (Fourth Office Action, pg. 5) Applicants 
traverse. According to Hayes, at step 1 U2> the event listener performs a loadO call to retrieve 
the preferences for the new context and the profile management properties (P) is updated with 
the new preferences at step 1 1 1 8. (Hayes, col. 1 7, lines 35-44) The preferences refers to the 
configuration the administrator can specify for a user application in the context of different 
groups of system users and store the configuration preferences for the user application. (Hayes 
col. 4, lines 38-50) Further, the passing of the password and preferences at steps 1 1 14 and 1 1 16 
are performed so the admimstrator may configure the applet in different user and group contexts 
(Hayes, col. 4, lines 38-61; col. 17, lines 25-42) 

The cited steps concerns how an administrator may set configuration preferences for a 
user apphcation. Nowhere do the cited steps anywhere teach or suggest building the application 
program pursuant to the user configuration decrypted from the manifest file hi response to the 
second authentication performed as part of a local logon. 

Accordingly, claims 4, 10, and 1 6 provide additional grounds of patentability over the 
cited art. 

Claims 5, 11, and 17 depend from claims 4, 10, and 16 and further require that the second 
authentication is performed responsive to the particular user requesting a build of the apphcati™ 
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program. The Examiner cited the same above discussed steps 1 1 12, 1 1 14, 11 1 6, and U 1 8 of 
FIG. 1 1 of Hayes. (Fourth Office Action, pg. 6) Applicants traverse. 

The cited steps discuss how an administrator can configure preferences for a user 
application. Nowhere do the cited steps anywhere teach or suggest the claim requirement that 
the second authentication performed as part of the local login is responsive to the user requesting 
to bu,Id the application program. There is no mention in the cited steps of the user requesting to 
bmld an application and then performing a local logon to do the second authentication. 

Accordingly, claims 5, 11, and 17 provide additional grounds of patentability over the 
cited art 



-7977 if the 



Conclusion 

For all the above reasons, Applicant submits that the pending claims 1, 3-7, 943 1 5.^ 
are patentable over the art of record. Applicants have not added any claims. Noneth eless, 
should any additional fees be required, please charge Deposit Account No. 09-0460. 

The attorney of record invites the Examiner to contact him at 1 
Examiner believes such contact would advance the prosccutk 



Dated: February 9, 2005 



Please direct all correspondences to: 
David Victor 

Konrad Raynes & Victor, LLP 
315 South Beverly Drive, Ste. 210 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Tel: 310-553-7977 
Fax:310-556-7984 




David W. Victor 
Registration No. 39,867 
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